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Abstract 
 
- a speaker utters a 
meaningful question and the hearer understands it? The present paper focuses on YNIRs in terms of (a) a radical lack 
of consensus about their potential in production of messages in interpersonal communication; (b) the ways in which 
they are used to establish and maintain coherent conversation, and (c) to what extent commentary, and supplementary 
indirect responses can invoke goal (in) compatibility, and how this kind of conflict can prevent stagnation, stimulate 
interest, and finally cont
attitudes (apology, ignorance, consent, or refusal) by his deeper exposure to the situation, what, in the end, enables 
his affiliation with others. The other major concern of the paper is to specify the cases when the pragmatic 
interpretation of questionless responses is defined as unification of the semantic representation and the internal 
utterance context. 
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Introduction 
 
The approach: 
 eds. 2006: 118). Such an approach , in turn, entails both 
structure of discourse (Halliday 1978, 1985; Quirk 1960; Quirk et al 1972), which suggests to examine 
grammatical 
organizing power of interpersonal communication (Schegloff et al 2006:8). This relationship shows that 
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(a) grammar must be seen as emerging from discourse (Hopper 1988:10; Hopper 1998) and (b) the 
communicative value of grammatical structure is established by examining the flexibility of the structure 
in meeting the demands of communication. 
 In terms of this approach (i) discourse usually means actual instances of communicative action 
in the medium of language, (ii) language in context involves contestation, which, in turn, recognizes the 
fact that language involves systems which are both static (decontextualized) and dynamic 
(contextualized), rule-bound and rule-breaking, structured and fractured.  
Restriction: The central arguments of the present article are: (A) how the conceptual patterns of IY/N 
response structures are constructed, and (B) what evidence can be found for them in text. In other words, 
we must pay closer attention to how IY/N response structures contribute to the construction of discourse 
meaning.  
The major goals of the study are: 
(a) the basic assumptions  
(b) Philosophy of interpersonal communication 
(c) Questioning and Yes/No Responses  
(d) Functional Classification of YES / NO questions, and 
(e) Indirect YES /NO responses 
A. Before making a step further, we feel we have to give some brief explanation of the basic working 
assumptions within the framework of the suggested discourse theory: 
1. Being a dynamic system of interacting functions, structures and contexts, language is pluralistic in 
function (Halliday 1970), and purposive informing (through responding) is merely one of its major 
ce is that any communication is purposeful and 
particular ends can be achieved only by mutual understanding; 
2. Not only a text, as a whole, but also its constituents are a product of their environment and to 
understand YES/NO indirect responses in various language situations, we must investigate them as they 
are used for communication; 
3. YES/NO indirect responses can extend their influence beyond themselves thus necessitating this or 
that discourse type, at the same time showing how it is organized in terms of predicting the scope of 
further orientation of the text; 
4. The organization of the text/discourse in terms of contextualization strikingly demonstrates how 
indirect YES/NO responses serve to make interpersonal communication understandable revealing which 
actor 
nursing textual coherence; it is only in this sense the discourse value of each (de)contextualized YES/NO 
indirect response is viewed in its relation with the preceding component of the text.  
function  
6. The distinction between a linguistic unit  and an actual text corresponds to the distinction between 
the theory of reference and the theory of inference or, in the case of natural language, linguistic semantics 
proper (Sgall 1978: 218). 
 
B. Philosophy of Interpersonal Communication 
 
The message-centred perspective developed by Burleson (2010) maintains that interpersonal 
communication is a particular type of social interaction centred on the processes of producing and 
interpreting messages (150-151). This relationship, in turn, is constituted by a peculiar structure of 
reciprocal expressive and interpretive intentions among interactants. An expressive intention, as Burleson 
states, is the aim by one party (a source) to convey some idea or thought to a second party (the recipient), 
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whereas an interpretive 
Burleson, messages typically consist of shared symbols which have a conventional interpretation within a 
community. However, these conventional (denotative) meanings associated with symbols are rarely 
 
Accordingly, the interpretations by source and recipient given to the symbols composing a message can 
differ to a greater or lesser extent, affecting the degree of shared meaning. Some, moreover, have argued 
that the design features of communication directly depend on the intentions of the parties, which, in turn, 
are vital to achieving an effective message production and efficient understanding (Green 1996: 13). 
Jacobs cial actions 
 
 
C. Questioning and YES/NO responses 
 
Some scholars share the view point according to which yes/no responses are mostly the logical 
consequences of the so-called general questions (Hajicova 1983: 85-94), while some others go even 
further to claim that the cognitive complexity of the response is largely determined by the cognitive 
complexity of the question; accordingly, this complexity determines the syntactic as well as semantico-
pragmatic complexity of the given response (Tollefson 1994: 224-25). For Athanasiadou (1991: 107), 
questioning is a speech act which affects the way information is organized. One reason that different 
types of questions can significantly increase or decrease the complexity of responses is that they also 
influence the amount of communication taking place between the interactants. Since a speech act can 
convey more than one meaning in different situations and verbal forms alone are not sufficient as a basis 
for determining -
on rules governing social relationships.  This framework will accordingly examine (i) the hermeneutic 
priority of the question which in turn implies the primacy of dialogue in terms of the unity of question and 
 
 (I).The direction our inquiry takes recalls the importance of the concept of the question to our 
analysis of the hermeneutical situation: 
1). The structure of the question is implicit in all experience and we cannot have experiences without 
the most extreme negativity of doubt, opens the way to the true superiority of questioning (Gadamer 
2001: 362). It means that discourse intending to reveal something requires that thing can be broken open 
by the question. 
2). The essence of the question is to have sense which, in turn, involves a sense of direction from 
which the response can be given, no matter implicitly (indirectly) or explicitly (directly) if it is to make 
sense. For this reason, dialectic proceeds by way of question and answer or, rather, the path of all 
knowledge leads through the question. 
3). The openness of a question is not boundless. It is usually limited by the horizon of the question. A 
question that lacks this horizon is floating.  
4). Question always includes both negative and positive judgements. This is the basis of the essential 
relation between question and knowledge obtained in the form of a response. What decides a question is 
the preponderance of reasons for the one and against the other possibility.  
5). The art of questioning is called dialectic because it is the art of conducting a real dialogue. To 
conduct a dialogue requires first all that the partners do not talk at cross purposes. Hence, the first 
condition of the art of conversation is ensuring that the other person is with us (Gadamer 2001: 369).  
6). To understand a dialogic text means to understand the hermeneutical horizon of the question within 
which the sense of the text is determined, a horizon which as such necessarily can include /includes other 
possible answers.  
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(II). General Questions in  
Questions can be asked for a range of purposes, using a variety of language forms and in this sense 
they are a powerful means of controlling communication. Questions, as some scholars state, may be about 
information  for detail, for reasons, for feelings; they may be about clarification-checking understanding, 
confirming; they can also be tactical  to stall for time, to disturb, to show the strengths or weaknesses of 
arguments (Dudley- Evans and John 2009: 107). 
 General quest -
questions which depend on the purpose and the kind of response required and these may vary during an 
 means that responders often go 
considered a weak way to obtain information, but a powerful means of checking information or gaining 
commitment. They may range from forms  involving imperatives, to simple interrogatives, interrogatives 
with modal verbs, indirect interrogatives, declaratives and reduced questions, all of which have different 
pragmatic functions in terms of formality, politeness, directness, dependence on immediate context, 
projections of degrees of shared knowledge, etc. (Carter and McCarthy 2007: 425). 
  
functions, but  the use of the different modes of questioning indicate the relationship that exists between 
the questioner and respondent (authority, intimacy, social status). We are therefore concentrating on the 
relationship between the questions and answers to them, which can vary essentially in accord with the 
purpose of the question and the response given to it. 
 
 
 
1). o confirm or deny information expressed in the question, 
ten followed by a declarative clause consisting of only the subject 
 
  
  
For Klammer et al (2010: 274), these examples test the truth of an assertion that he may have been sick 
In the opinion of Teschner and Evans, for such cases elliptical responses are typical (2007: 55).  
 
is unusual because it can easily be interpreted as unfriendly or rude: 
   
For Huddleston (1984: 367), the correspondence between the semantic and syntactic categories is not 
 
present evidence su
tions or attitudes, thus, being the semantically 
unmarked member of the pair, it is much more frequent (366-67). 
 
kinds of question the answers are potential directives: structurally, these cases are mostly expressed by 
ind we (against the 
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do not intend to go on to give the answer ourselves:  
ng for the answer or we 
might just raise a question without any suggestion that either of us could give the right answer or should 
answer may be so obvious that it would be superfluous for one to give if this is the so-
me God has (created both of us, the rich 
 
4) Indirect response questions, unlike display or examination questions, usually express ignorance by 
the questioner of the answer and his avoidance taking the dominant role. Using indirect request questions, 
the questioner induces the respondent to act. For this reason, it is not logical to claim that the speaker 
intends to elicit a response from the addressee (s); he needs a less specific intention, such as that of polite 
requests (Could you comment on my paper?), indirect suggestions (Would you mind not making so much 
noise?), invitations (Would you like to come and have some wine?), the directive (Could you get me a 
cup too?) and so on. All indirect request questions leave the initiative with the respondent and places him 
in fact, means that act
For Athanasiadou (191: 110-11), the questioner in such cases behaves as if he is inferior to the hearer 
since it is the hearer who is apparently induced to make a decision.  
In this sense, it is even possible for the addressee (it concerns the directive function) to refuse to 
comply entirely, in other words, to challenge the directive; one strategy for doing so is apology followed 
by excuse, as in: 
 
 
 
Modal auxilarities, as some scholars point out, are important in moderating the force of the directive; 
an appropriate response to a directive may be simply to perform the action one is directed to perform. 
However, in many cases, a verbal compliance is also given, for example:  
 
 it suggests a kind of unspoken unreal condition 
 
ess direct and therefore more polite: 
Would you please send me an application form? 
impatient request or even a command (Lock 2008: 212-13). 
5. The e
questions in form, but it is functioning as a request or command, where a response in the form of action is 
 since Denise simply reacts by passing the 
chocolate (Carter and McCarthy 2007: 717). 
bought a BMW. 
already knows 
functioning in its own way to denote rather specific pragmatic meanings which, in turn, with the other 
relevant factors, condition directness or indirectness of the responses. Some scholars argue that though 
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the surface grammatical form of questions does not necessarily reveal the level of cognitive difficulty of 
you beli
identifying the so-
s of appreciation level (Tollefson 
1994:228- -
But one thing is certain: the cognitive difficulty and the meaningful purpose of general questions are 
affected by many contextual, affective, and interpersonal factors, including subject matter of discussions, 
knowledge, their goals in asking those questions, and other variables. Accordingly, the recipient, taking 
into account all these factors, responds in different ways, either remaining within the horizon of the 
question or expanding it due to the situation or other relevant factors of the timing. He also can answer 
directly or indirectly, explicitly or implicitly, avoiding fulfilling the request or the directive thus 
the questions present to recipients is positively simplified by the interpretively evaluated responses of the 
latter. This kind of interdependence between the general questions and the types of responses to them will 
responses in a more detailed manner. 
6.a. Reply questions, as Swan and Walter (2001:284) argue, are not real questions though they are 
common in conv
 
 People often answer reply questions, making a three-part Exchange: 
 
confirm or deny what the speaker has just stated in the (non-
sentence: 
 
 
An invariant tag is not dependent on the positivity that its antecedent non-interrogative statement 
manifests. Mostly, however, invariant tags do without verb forms altogether: 
 
 
6.c.  Echo questions repeat, directly or in paraphrase, all or part of what someone else has just said, 
either to confirm it or to Express surprise or disbelief: 
I want a cup of strong tea- You want a cup of what? 
Echo questions can also function as questions about questions in which the listener speculates or 
makes fun of a question someone else just asked:  
-  
The main functional difference, for Teschner and Evans (2007:64), between declarative questions and 
echo questions is that echoes must literally echo something that someone else has just uttered saying; 
declaratives, on the other hand, can begin a conversation between two people and do not have to respond 
to something already stated or asked.  
6.d. Declarative questions- a declarative question is a yes/no question that lacks any auxiliary 
inversion and manifests the same word order as declarative structures (the sentence): You want a 
sandwich? 
The declaratives, like the echoes, express shock or surprise or ask for simple verification. Frequent in 
colloquial and informal English, declarative questions are also used to check that we are right about 
something: 
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For Alexander (2003: 13.3.3/250), the high frequency of declarative questions in everyday speech is 
 
 
 
 
Interpretation of the speech situations in which the functional classification of yes/no questions has 
been carried out shows that it is a speaker-centred 
riental 
both to him and the recipient; and finally (d) and 
consciously delivering it to the recipient, thus inducing the recipient to act, though in some situations the 
recipient can violate the expectation of the former.  
 
 
 
For this reason we content ourselves with the cases reported in the literature and some imagined 
examples reflecting the horizon of semantico-pragmatic functions of direct and indirect yes/no responses 
in terms of their relation to the general questions, though in a lot of instances the demarcation line 
between directness or indirectness of the responses is quite optional.  
 
placing great importance on indirectness, which, in turn, is reflected in a number of ways. If we want 
information from a person, it is necessary to follow the discourse rules in our language (society). For 
confirmation, 
surprise or correction. On the other hand, rather often, such questions are not applied for eliciting 
and so on. For this purpose, the information seeker, as Holmes (2008: 344) states, volunteers some of his 
the 
y of seeking 
information. Direct questions are not so appropriate in such situations and are likely to be responded to by 
confirmation or denial of the 
 
to. The reasons for such an asymmetry (which does not cause any misunderstanding) are the illocutionary 
force of the response, the degree of commitment of the respondent and the positionally-directive power of 
- r factor that determines the 
centripetal or centrifugal extent of identification, monocentrism being the most important feature of 
centripety, whereas centrifugalness is mainly characterized by bicentrism which can go on either along 
the line of the direct or indirect meaning (Koshevaya 1982: 8). When the horizons of the question and 
response overlap, the understanding of the interactants is subject to the direct way of correlation, while 
the 2nd case, i.e., asymmetrical interrelationship, is characterized by the indirect way when not only the 
direct answer but the whole system of relations connected with the question  may be /is represented in the 
answer. This associating level of understanding appears, in fact, as a result of the mixture of the direct 
way correlation with the 2nd stage in the process of which there appear implicitly codified units of the 
direct response with independent associative meaning, which permits the respondent to reveal the 
monocentricly expanded semantico-pragmatic judgement units of denial and confirmation. To make the 
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structurally and semantically, divide them into four distinct groups: 
I. 
of the corresponding questions: 
  
2). -  
Both the answers (1) and (2) refer to the questions to confirm or deny their information, whereas (2), 
 assumption 
of shared knowledge, being at the same time a more polite structure, differing in this sense from (1) 
which is neutral in style.  
  
As seen from the answer to (3), the negative response indicates that my previous expectation was that 
 fact the 
-
by contrast, it would be neutral; it would encode no information about my expectations or attitude (Cf. 
Huddleston 1984: 367).  
  
 
 
(4) and (5) are ideal examples in expressing the so- whereas (4) displays 
mere denial of the information proposed by the question, (5) strengthens the confirmation of the 
information suggested by the question using the lexico-  
The response to general questions may consist 
 
6.a.  
Gwendolen: Thanks, mamma, I am quite comfortable where I am (Wilde 2011: 258). 
the response may also contain repeated elements of the question. 
     6.b. It was the dialogue again, rising and falling. Anson felt a sudden quickening of memory. 
  
be engaged, but I never loved anybody but you, Paula (Fitzgerald 
1979: 130). 
7). Jack: You really love me, Gwendolen? 
Gwendolen: passionately (Wilde 2011: 261). 
8). Mrs. Cheveley (with a look of surprise): Lord Goring expects me? 
Phipps: Yes, madam. (Wilde 2011: 209). 
Questions (7) and (8) expect the information to be confirmed; if the question has positive polarity (as 
 
 
-  
One special kind of general questions is the interrogative tag, which is attached to declarative clauses: 
 
e? 
c. She has finished, has she? 
 
ags. With a 
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rise on the tag, the construction indicates doubt; with the falling tag, on the other hand, we are prepared 
only for a confirmatory answer.  
II.  
the answer, is compensated by the interpretation of the questioner himself: 
lasted three years. Do you know what your affair was founded on? On sorrow. You got sorry for each 
 1979: 221-22). 
wider than that of the question, but the implicitly codified units of the direct response preserve their 
original meaning, what can be made explicit without damaging its unity with the semantico-pragmatic 
judgement units of denial and confirmation. 
 
Percy and Jasmine and I are here every summer, but next summer Jasmine is going to 
 
 
 
 
 
Their eyes blazed and fused together. 
 
their first round of drinks. 
 
(Mosco 1986: 63).  
(12) and (13) as supplementary responses are widely used to give information different from that 
which is asked for. They are usually an answer to the question only by implication (Rzayev et al 2007: 
indirect statem
indirect responses usually presuppose the entire question as well as the declarative clause which would 
serve as a direct answer to it. In (12), for example, the full form 
 
 The indirect response of example (16), unlike the response in (15), refers to the 2nd part of the 
doubled question, which expresses the contempt of the recipient (Anna) t  
 
 
on, 
readiness to fulfilment or denial to some statement, not to a question: 
17. Lord Goring: Rather distinguished thing, Phipps. I am the only person of the smallest importance 
in London at present who wears a buttonhole. 
Phipps: Yes, my Lord. I have observed that (Wilde 2011: 204).  
 
Lane: No, sir, it is not a very interesting subject. I never think of it myself (Wilde 2011: 249). 
19. Lord Goring: No one else is to be admitted, under any circumstances. 
Phipps: I understand, my Lord (Wilde 2011: 208). 
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statements expressed by their communicants.  
 But each consensus has its own reason: the consensus expressing indirect response is directly connected 
the confirmation of the same inferior in (19) is a reply to the command of the same superior. The indirect response 
in (18
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 1). From the point of their reference, Yes/No responses are divided into question-related, statement-
related and order/request-related groups; 
2). For degree of connectedness with their antecedents, they distinguish between direct and indirect 
types, and finally, 
3). With regard to the horizon of the information they express, the yes/no responses are classified into 
restricted and non-restricted ones. 
 
Perspectives 
 
The partial fulfilment of the task requires us to approach the problem in cross-cultural horizon and 
throw light on its following aspects in different languages, since cultural differences between discourse 
patterns in different languages can often have serious consequences.  
1. Text-
orientation of communication in different languages; 
2. s   to denial/confirmation and information seeking general questions, 
3. Distribution of thematic and rhematic information in   YNIRs and 
4. Reflection of experiential, interpersonal and textual meanings in YNIRs. 
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